REMARKS 

Applicants respectfully request consideration of the following remarks contained herein 
in response to the Office Action mailed February 3, 2006. Applicants respectfully submit that 
the remarks contained herein place the instant application in condition for allowance. Currently, 
claims 21-40 remain pending. Reconsideration and allowance of the application and presently 
pending claims are respectfully requested. 



I. Rejections Under 35 V.S.C. S102 

A proper rejection of a claim under 35 U.S.C. §102 requires that a single cited art 
reference disclose each element of the claim. See^ e.g., W.L. Gore <&, Assoc., Inc. v. Garlock, Inc.^ 
721 F.2d 1540, 220 USPQ 303, 313 (Fed. Cir. 1983). 



A. Claim 21 is Patentable Over Minte 

The Office Action indicates that claim 21 stands rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 102(e) as 

allegedly being anticipated by Minte (U.S. Publication Number 2002/00461 18) (hereinafter 

''Minte''). Applicants respectfully traverse this rejection on the grounds that Minte does not 

disclose, teach, or suggest all of the claimed elements. More specifically, claim 21 recites: 

A system for communicating information about an advertisement, 
comprising: 

logic in an advertisement content server configured to receive 
advertisement information associated with a plurality of advertisers; 

logic in an advertisement content server configured to store the 
information as records within defined fields; 

logic in an advertisement content server configured to receive a 
search request from a user, the search request conforming to at least one of 
the defined fields, wherein the search request includes user-defined search 
criteria; 
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logic in an advertisement content server configured to perform a 
search function according to the search request and the user-defined 
search criteria] and 

logic in an advertisement content server configured to transmit to 
the user at least a portion of information resulting from the search 
function, (emphasis added) 

Applicants respectfully submit that Minte fails to disclose, teach, or suggest a "system for 
communicating information about an advertisement, comprising. . . logic in an advertisement 
content server configured to perform a search function according to the search request and the 
user-defined search criteria'' as recited in claim 21 . More specifically, the Office Action asserts 
"Minte does teach that the search request includes user-defined search criteria either (a) in the 
form of a "Bug," which includes context information relating to a particular advertisement and 
these "bugs" are different for different advertisements or (b) by including matter related to the 
user's interest and finding an advertisement via a search engine" (OA p. 3, line 3). 

Applicants respectfully disagree with this analysis. First, as disclosed in Minte: 

[t]he advertising-contractor provides an identifier that relates the 
subscribing advertiser's advertisement in the first advertising medium with 
the extended advertising content on the World Wide Web. The 
identifier. . . is a pointer that directs the viewer to another medium for more 
information about particular advertisement(s) of interest. This cue is 
typically a URL-pointer that is placed in one or more first advertising 
media and is hereafter referred to as a "Bug." The Bug directs the viewer 
to the advertising-contractor's extended advertising content..." (emphasis 
added, OA p. e, para. [0025]). 

As illustrated in this passage, the "Bug" disclosed in Minte appears to refer to an 
identifier that is provided by the advertising-contractor. As the "bug" is a pointer to a different 
location. Applicants submit that the "bug" disclosed in Minte is different than "logic in an 
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advertisement content server configured to perform a search function according to the search 
request and the user-defined search criteria'' as recited in claim 2L 

Additionally, the "Mall-site" disclosed in Minte appears to include "Web-links, 
corresponding to [advertisements and/or names of advertisers] and which link from the 
consumer's current page to other Web pages" (p. 3, para. [0029]). Applicants respectfully submit 
that the "Web links" disclosed in Minte do not include a user-defined search criteria." For at 
least this reason, applicants submit that claim 21 is allowable over the cited art. 

Further, paragraphs [0032] and [0033] of Minte, as cited by the Office Action, appear to 
disclose that "consumers, through general knowledge of the Web Mall-site, may go directly to 
the Mall-site to research products of interest. Furthermore, consumers may use an Intemet search 
engine to find access to the Web Mall-site." Applicants respectfully submit that "us[ing] an 
Intemet search engine to access the Web Mall-site" is vastly different than "logic in an 
advertisement content server configured to perform a search function according to the search 
request and the user-defined search criteria'* as recited in claim 21 . For at least this additional 
reason, claim 21 is allowable over the cited art. 

B. Claim 28 is Patentable Over Minte 

The Office Action indicates that claim 28 stands rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 102(e) as 

allegedly being anticipated by Minte (U.S. Publication Number 2002/00461 18) (hereinafter 

"Mnre"). Applicants respectfully traverse this rejection on the grounds that Minte does not 

disclose, teach, or suggest all of the claimed elements. More specifically, claim 28 recites: 

A method for commimicating information about an advertisement, 
comprising: 
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receiving, by a computing device, advertisement information 
associated with a plurality of advertisers; 

storing, by a computing device, the information as records within 
defined fields; 

receiving, by a computing device, a search request from a user, the 
search request conforming to at least one of the defined fields, the search 
request including user-defined search criteria, 

performing a search function, by a computing device, according to 
the search request and the user-defined search criteria, and 

transmitting, by the computing device, at least a portion of 
information resulting fi-om the search fimction to the user, (emphasis 
added) 



Applicants respectfully submit that Minte fails to disclose, teach, or suggest a "method for 
communicating information about an advertisement, comprising. performing a search fiinction, 
by a computing device, according to the search request and the user-defined search criteria^'* as 
recited in claim 28. More specifically, the Office Action asserts "Minte does teach that the 
search request includes user-defined search criteria either (a) in the form of a "Bug," which 
includes context information relating to a particular advertisement and these "bugs" are different 
for different advertisements or (b) by including matter related to the user's interest and finding an 
advertisement via a search engine" (OA p. 3, line 3). 

Applicants respectfully disagree with this analysis. First, as disclosed in Minte: 

[t]he advertising-contractor provides an identifier that relates the 
subscribing advertiser's advertisement in the first advertising medium with 
the extended advertising content on the World Wide Web. The 
identifier. . . is a pointer that directs the viewer to another medium for more 
information about particular advertisement(s) of interest. This cue is 
typically a URL-pointer that is placed in one or more first advertising 
media and is hereafter referred to as a "Bug." The Bug directs the viewer 
to the advertising-contractor's extended advertising content..." (emphasis 
added, OA p. e, para. [0025]). 
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As illustrated in this passage, the "Bug" disclosed in Minte appears to refer to an 
identifier that is provided by the advertising-contractor. As the "bug" is a pointer to a different 
location, Applicants submit that the "bug" disclosed in Minte is different than "performing a 
search function, by a computing device, according to the search request and the user-defined 
search criteria'^ as recited in claim 28. 

Additionally, the "Mall-site" disclosed in Minte appears to include "Web-links, 
corresponding to [advertisements and/or names of advertisers] and which link from the 
consumer's ciurent page to other Web pages" (p. 3, para. [0029]). Applicants respectfully submit 
that the "Web links" disclosed in Minte do not include a user-defined search criteria." For at 
least this reason, applicants submit that claim 28 is allowable over the cited art. 

Further, paragraphs [0032] and [0033] of Minte, as cited by the Office Action, appear to 
disclose that "consumers, through general knowledge of the Web Mall-site, may go directly to 
the Mall-site to research products of interest. Furthermore, consimiers may use an Intemet search 
engine to find access to the Web Mall-site." Applicants respectfully submit that "us[ing] an 
Intemet search engine to access the Web Mall-site" is vastly different than "storing, by a 
computing device, the information as records within defined fields [and] performing a search 
function, by a computing device, according to the search request and the user-defined search 
criteria'' as recited in claim 28. For at least this additional reason, claim 28 is allowable over the 
cited art. 

C. Claim 35 is Patentable Over Minte 

The Office Action indicates that claim 35 stands rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 102(e) as 
allegedly being anticipated by Minte (U.S. Publication Number 2002/00461 18) (hereinafler 
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''Minte''). Applicants respectfully traverse this rejection on the grounds that Minte does not 
disclose, teach, or suggest all of the claimed elements. More specifically, claim 35 recites: 

A computer readable medium for communicating information 
about an advertisement, comprising: 

logic at a computing device configured to instruct a programmable 
device to receive advertisement information associated with a plurality of 
advertisers; 

logic executable by a computing device configured to instruct a 
programmable device to store the information as records within defined 
fields; 

logic executable by a computing device configured to instruct a 
programmable device to receive a search request fi-om a user, the search 
request conforming to at least one of the defined fields, the search request 
including user-defined search criteria; 

logic executable by a computing device configured to instruct a 
progranraiable device to perform a search function according to the 
search request and the user-defined search criteria; and 

logic executable by a computing device configured to instruct a 
programmable device to transmit to the user at least a portion of 
information resulting from the search function, (emphasis added) 

Applicants respectfully submit that Minte fails to disclose, teach, or suggest a "computer 
readable medium for communicating information about an advertisement, comprising. . . logic 
executable by a computing device configured to instruct a programmable device to perform a 
search fiinction according to the search request and the user-defined search criteria^'' as recited 
in claim 35. More specifically, the Office Action asserts "Minte does teach that the search 
request includes user-defined search criteria either (a) in the form of a "Bug," which includes 
context information relating to a particular advertisement and these "bugs" are different for 
different advertisements or (b) by including matter related to the user's interest and finding an 
advertisement via a search engine" (OA p. 3, line 3). 

Applicants respectfully disagree with this analysis. First, as disclosed in Minte: 
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[t]he advertising-contractor provides an identifier that relates the 
subscribing advertiser's advertisement in the first advertising medium with 
the extended advertising content on the World Wide Web. The 
identifier. . . is a pointer that directs the viewer to another medium for more 
information about particular advertisement(s) of interest. This cue is 
typically a URL-pointer that is placed in one or more first advertising 
media and is hereafter referred to as a "Bug." The Bug directs the viewer 
to the advertising-contractor's extended advertising content..." ( emphasis 
added, OA p. e, para. [0025]). 

As illustrated in this passage, the "Bug" disclosed in Minte appears to refer to an 
identifier that is provided by the advertising-contractor. As the "bug" is a pointer to a different 
location, Applicants submit that the "bug" disclosed in Minte is different than "logic executable 
by a computing device configured to instruct a programmable device to perform a search 
fimction according to the search request and the user-defined search criteria'' as recited in 
claim 35. 

Additionally, the "Mall-site" disclosed in Minte appears to include "Web-links, 
corresponding to [advertisements and/or names of advertisers] and which link fi^om the 
consumer's current page to other Web pages" (p. 3, para. [0029]). Applicants respectfiiUy submit 
that the "Web links" disclosed in Minte do not include a user-defined search criteria." For at 
least this reason, applicants submit that claim 35 is allowable over the cited art. 

Further, paragraphs [0032] and [0033] of Minte, as cited by the Office Action, appear to 
disclose that "consumers, through general knowledge of the Web Mall-site, may go directly to 
the Mall-site to research products of interest. Furthermore, consumers may use an Internet search 
engine to find access to the Web Mall-site." Applicants respectfiilly submit that "us[ing] an 
Internet search engine to access the Web Mall-site" is vastly different than "logic at a computing 
device configured to instruct a progranmiable device to receive advertisement information 
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associated with a plurality of advertisers [and] logic executable by a computing device 
configured to instruct a programmable device to perform a search function according to the 
search request and the user-defined search criteria'' as recited in claim 35. For at least this 
additional reason, claim 35 is allowable over the cited art. 

D. Claims 22 - 25. 27, 29 - 32. 34. 36 - 38, and 40 are Patentable Over Minte 

The Office Action indicates that claims 22 - 25, 27, 29 - 32, 34, 36 - 38, and 40 stand 
rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 102(e) as allegedly being anticipated hy Minte. Applicants 
respectfully traverse this rejection on the grounds that Minte does not disclose, teach, or suggest 
all of the claimed elements. More specifically, dependent claims 22 - 25 and 27 are believed to 
be allowable for at least the reason that these claims depend from allowable independent claim 
21 . Dependent claims 29 - 32 and 34 are believed to be allowable for at least the reason that 
these claims depend fi:om allowable independent claim 28. Dependent claims 36 - 38 and 40 are 
believed to be allowable for at least the reason that these claims depend firom allowable 
independent claim 35. In re Fine, Minnesota Mining and Mfg.Co. v. Chemque, Inc., 303 F.3d 
1294, 1299 (Fed. Cir. 2002). 

III. Rejections Under 35 U.S.C S103 

The Office Action indicates that claims 26, 33, and 39 stand rejected under 35 U.S.C. 
103(a) as allegedly being unpatentable over Minte in view of an Official Notice. Applicants 
respectfully traverse this rejection for at least the reason that Minte in view an Official Notice 
fails to disclose, teach, or suggest all of the elements of claims 26, 33, and 39. More specifically, 
dependent claim 26 is believed to be allowable for at least the reason that this claim depends 
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from allowable independent claim 28. Further, dependent claim 33 is believed to be allowable 
for at least the reason that this claim depends from allowable independent claim 28. Dependent 
claim 39 is believed to be allowable for at least the reason that this claim depends from allowable 
independent claim 35. In re Fine, Minnesota Mining and Mfg.Co. v. Chemque, Inc., 303 F.3d 
1294, 1299 (Fed. Cir. 2002). 

Additionally, with respect to claims 26, 33, and 39, the Office Action states "in view of 
the Official Notice, it would have been obvious to one of any ordinary skilled in the art at the 
time of the invention to have modified Minte by incorporating the feature of charging a fee for 
accessing the information because it will help to meet the expenses of establishing the Mall site 
40 and also it would be a medium to earn income for the company which owns the Mall site 40" 
(OA p. p. 10, line 1). Applicants respectftiUy traverse this finding of Official Notice and submit 
that the subject matter noted above should not be considered well known for at least the specific 
and particular reason that the Office Action does not include specific factual findings predicated 
on sound technical and scientific reasoning to support such conclusions, as required. 

Applicants additionally submit that particularly in the context of the claimed combination 
that includes "perfomiing a search fiinction according to the search request and the user- 
defined search criteria'' the subject matter in question is too complex for a reasonably skilled 
person to consider it to be well known to the point that no additional evidence is needed. For at 
least this additional specific and particular reason, Applicants respectfiilly submit that the subject 
matter in question is not well known in the art, respectfiilly traverses the cited Official Notice, 
and submits that claims 23, 33, and 39 are patentable in view of the cited art. 
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CONCLUSION 



For at least the reasons set forth above, AppHcants respectfully submit that all objections 
and/or rejections have been traversed, rendered moot, and/or accommodated, and that the now 
pending claims are in condition for allowance. Favorable reconsideration and allowance of the 
present application and all pending claims are hereby courteously requested. 

Any other statements in the Office Action that are not explicitly addressed herein are not 
intended to be admitted. In addition, any and all findings of inherency are traversed as not 
having been shown to be necessarily present. Further, any and all findings of well-known art and 
official notice, or statements interpreted similarly, should not be considered well known for at 
least the specific and particular reason that the Office Action does not include specific factual 
findings predicated on sound technical and scientific reasoning to support such conclusions. 

If, in the opinion of the Examiner, a telephonic conference would expedite the examination 
of this matter, the Examiner is invited to call the undersigned attorney at (770) 933-9500. 



THOMAS, KAYDEN, 
HORSTEMEYER & RISLEY, L.L.P. 
Suite 1750 

100 Galleria Parkway N.W. 
Atlanta, Georgia 30339 
(770) 933-9500 

Customer No.: 38823 



Respectfully submitted. 
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